
reseller billing records. Making the primary/non-primary determination by end-user account

estimating the number of lines in CBOs.

address recovery of the price cap LEC's administrative costs.

Primary Line
CC Docket No 97· l8l

The Commission should reject the notion of using a model to verify the number of primary

For numerous reasons, residential customer self-certification is the wrong approach in that

Comments of Southwestern Bell Telephone Company,
Pacific Bell, and Nevada Bell -ll-

address, the Commission should not pLace a limit on the number ofpossible primary lines.

Given the increasingly common occurrence of more than one household per service

The SHC LEC approach would have the benefit of using existing price cap LEC and

lines. The Hatfield model, for example, as been demonstrated to be wholly unreliable in

would result from any self-certification requirement, and would avoid the real possibility of the

does not depend on self-certification, would eliminate the customer confusion and irritation that

it would entail a massive program involving even unaffected end-users. The SHC LEC approach

information is not only appropriate, it also results in many benefits.

Adopting these definitions and an approach that makes a primary line determination with

cost of administration being greater than the benefit Also, the Commission would not need to

between price cap LECs, resellers, and end-users minimized. The approach would also eliminate

reference to both the price cap LEC and the carrier reselling the price cap LEC's service, would

would be mechanized through billing records without the need for end-user involvement, the need

any "primary line status slamming" before it gets started.

wouLd be advanced. The entire process would be greatly simplified and the causes for disputes

to craft "primary Line" standards and default rules would disappear, and competitive neutrality

eliminate many ofthe problems associated with the alternatives being considered. Administration



Commission proceeding, including the Access Cbarac Reform Order.

only price cap LEeS, thereafter to be used in charging their retail and wholesale customers. In

The sole purpose of thia proceeding is to implement a two-tiered SLC rate structure for

PrimaIy Line
CC Doc:bt No. 97 -181

CC Docket No. 97-181
)
)
)

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D C 20554

nil ProceediDl Malt Reaaaia Focused Only on Implementia. the Two-Tiered Rate
Structure for Price Cap LECS

affiliate waives, prejudices, or otherwise adversely affects any appeal or other recourse from any

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Pacific Bell, and Nevada Bell (collectively, the

Defining Primary Lines

COMMENTS OF SOUTIIWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY,
PACIFIC BELL, AND NEVADA BELL

97-316, released by the Commission in this proceedih.g on September 4, 1997 ("NPRM"). This

proceeding was instituted to implement the two-tier residential subscriber line charge ("SLC")

structure mandated only for price cap local exchange carriers ("LEeS") that wu adopted in the

Access Cbarp Reform Order. l By filing these Comments, none of the SBC LECS or any

I. Access Charp Refomt, Price CapPerf~ Review/01' Local Exchange Carriers,
Transport Raa SttvctIIre andPricing, End Use, Common Line Charge.s, CC Docket Nos. 96-262,
94-1, 91-213, and 95-72, Fiat Report and Order. FCC 97-158 (released May 8, 1997) ("Access
Chaw Reform Order').

Commeots of Southwestern Bell Telephooe Company,
Pacific Bell. aod Nevida Bell

In the Matter of

"SBC LECS") submit these Comments in response to the Notice ofProposed Ru1emakina. FCC
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considerations based on 47 U.S.C. § 254 are simply irrelevant to a structure meant to implement

means of forcing price cap LECS to create and administer a system that might be considered for

Primary LiDe
CC Docket No. 97-181

2 NPRM, 14 n.19.

COII1I!M!JOts~Southwatm1 Bell Telcpbooe Compmy.
PICific Bell. aDd NevIda BeU

The SBC LECS believe that the business line SLC distinction should be eliminated. It:

Under no circumstances should the Commission allow this proceeding to be recast u a

IfNot Eliminated, the Definition of Sinale-Line Basinas Should Be Left UDchaDled
(NPRM" s)

definition of"...._ busineu" set forth in 47 CF.R. § 69. 152(h). Leaving the definition

undisturbed would avoid the unnecessary burden of implementing another billing system change,

subjecting buaineu customers to service changes, and having incumbent local exchange carriers

however, the distinction is to remain, the Commission should not change the existing base

consider any residential service that the customer may obtain from a facilities-bued carrier that

how the price cap LECS apply their lawful charges. For the same reason, there is no reason to

is not a price cap LEe in determining the primary line.

this time in the context of the resale obligations imposed by the 47 U.S.C. § 251.

eventually limited to a single line per residence or business. As the Commission acknowledges,

such a system is not the intent of this proceeding,2 and thus is beyond its scope. Moreover, any

essence, this proceeding is largely a replay of the earlier Commission proceedings that defined

use in determining a "universal service primary line" should federal universal service support is

"single-line business" and "multiline business" services for purpose ofapplying the SLC, albeit
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unreasonable.

outright fraud. In an era where competition will require price cap LEeS to become more

Primtry LiDe
CC Docket No. 97-181

Non-primary resideace lines - any lines to which a residential local exchange rate applies
provided by • price cap LEe Ot.J carrier reselling such service, and on a customer's
account at the same service address as the primary residence line.

The Commiuioa Sbould Adopt. Deftaition (or Primary Line That Co Be
Administered (NPRM, " 6, 11)

The foalS ofthis proceeding should be on implementing the two-tiered SLC structure in

The most reasonable way to achieve those goals is to define "primary line" in reference

extent possible. The SBC LEeS thus suggest adoption of the foUowing definitions:

Primary raideace line - the initial line of a customer's account at a specific service
addreu IDd for which a residentia1local exchange rate applies, determined with
reference both to • price cap LEC residentialloca1 service offering and to any carrier
reselling such offering.

requires incurring significant additional costs to administer and enforce would be plainly

efficient and to eliminate costs, implementing the two-tiered SLC structure in a manner that

COIDDIalts of Soutbwestan Ben Telepbcoe Ccmpmy.
Pacific Bell, and Nevlda Bell

a manner which is administrable, inexpensive and cost effective, customer-friendly and not

to the price cap LEe's local service, and to use existing customer billing records to the greatest

structure, or that creates additional incentives or opportunities for "gaming the system" or

additional costs on price cap LECS for the sake of trying to administer the mandated two-tiered

confusing or irritating, and is capable ofbeing audited with I substantial degree ofconfidence.

The Commission should correspondingly strive to avoid any process that imposes significant

("LECS") amend tarifflanguage that similarly defines single-line businesses.
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relatively sclf-c:antlined nature ofcustomer billing records.

numbers ofconfused and irritated end-users, unreturned certifications, and the need to craft a

Primary Line
CC Doc:bt No. 97-181

each be able to claim a primary line to the same residence, neither would be placed at a

AdopdQa of tbit approach would also be competitively neutral, eliminate the certain

potential for disputel. and the need to adopt even more standards and rules that would be

difficult to implement and administer. Since the price cap LEe and eadl reselling carrier would

data. Importantly, any possible need for end-user self-certification disappears, avoiding untold

be able to track their end-users' primary and non-primary lines relyina only on its own existing

ofunbundled local loop), that fourth line would not be counted u either a primary or non-

administer the two-tiered structure and these definitions. Each price cap LEe and reseller would

presubscribed interexchange carrier charge, or "PICe,"

The benefitl associated with this approach are many. First, price cap LEeS could

primary residential line for the purposes ofthe price cap LEC weuing the SLC or

ability to audit effectively for proper administration would be greatly enhanced, due to the

Cornma¢' ofSoudlwestcm Bell Tclepbooe company,
PICific Ben. aDd Nevlda Bell

default for those cases where the end-user does not provide certification. The Commission's

billing records, without the need for the gathering, recording, updating, and retaining additional

By way ofexample, a customer with two residential lines provided by a price cap LEe and one

provided by a carrier reselling that price cap LEe's service would have two "primary residence

lines" (one for each carrier providing residential service), and one "non-primary residence line"

(provided by the price cap LEC). To continue the example, if the customer had another

residential line provided by yet another local carrier that is facilities-based (e.g., provided by use
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However, as between the price cap LEC and its reseJlers, some determination ofhow

Adopting the proposed definitions tremendously simplifies the procesa for price cap LECS,

PriDwyLine
CC DocbtNo. 97-181

Ccmmcuts cS ScUbwatan BcD Telepbme Compmy.
PICific Bell. md Nevada Bell

resellers, and perhaps most importantly, their respective end-user customers.

3 When a line is resold, the op«ational support systemI of the SBC LECS list the reseUer
as the customer ofrecord. The SBC LECS expect that other incumbent LECS' wholesale records
are similarly populated.

would charge accordingly. However, in the absence ofa certification in situations where there is

determining the application ofthe primary and non-primary SLCs. Resellers would be able to

provide certificatioDa u to the number of primary and non-primary residential lines at a specific

service addreII dearmiDed in ICCOrdance with the suggested definitions, and the price cap LEC

SLCs should be charged under the SBC LEC approach would still be needed. The price cap

LEC could determine how to apply the primary/non-primary definition to its wholesale services. 3

The SBC LECS suggest using a combination of reseUer certifications and service addresses for

becomes ubiquitous, and customer telephone number does not change but date of service does).

LEe will not have access to the reseller's end-user account infonnation such that the price cap

competitive disadvantage bued upon the anointing ofone residential line as "primary."

ofdays after received by whom so as to permit processing and thus eliminate need for retroactive

when mailed by customer, (ii) when received and when received by whom, or (iii) a set number

certification), and how to apply that standard (e.g., in the case ofcustomer self-certification, (i)

true-up; ifearliest date in service is used, particularly vexing as local number portability

Also eliminated by the SBC LEC's proposed approach would be the question ofwhat

standard should be used to decide which line is primary (e.g., earliest date of service, customer
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LEC.

envision "primary line status slamming" becoming a new scourge. By adopting the SBC LEC's

PrimIry LiDe
CC Ooc:bt No. 97-181

for each customer ICCOUIIt, with the initial residential line provided at a residential customer's

specific service address considered "primary" and any additional residential lines consolidated

onto the same account at that addresslteing considered "non-primary." Such consolidated lines

are usually not the primary voice path out ofa household, but instead are used for personal

EmtiD, BUlinI Recordl Should Be Used In DetermiDinl Number 01 Primary Lines
to. Sinlle PremiMI (NPRM" 8)

The SBC LEeS recommend that the number ofprimary and non-primary lines be

determined with rec.eoce to actual customer billing accounts. Determinations would be made

As compared to having a single primary line per residence, this suggested approach

proposal, the Commission can avoid a new form of"slamming" before it even gets started.

CmunmU eX Southwatan Bell Telepbooe company,
Pacific Bell, aDd Nevlda Ben

primary line SLC and the remaining lines would be subject to the non-primary SLC. Those

(including that aimed at making the advertising carrier the "primary" carrier). Indeed, one can

primary SLC, the need to pro-rate SLCs between primary and non-primary rates ifthe primary

line designation changes in the middle ofa billing period, billing mistakes and disputes

attributable to lack ofknowledge that could result in a line being mislabeled u "primary," and

marketing efforts that seek only to take advantage ofa reguJator-created charging distinction

more than one resold residential line to a service address, the reseller would be charged one

certifications would need to be subject to audit by the Commission u well u by the price cap

would greatly diminish disputes over whether the reseller should be charged a primary or a non-
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the same customer bill.

disputed billing.

PriDwyLine
CC I:>oc:kct No. 97-181

expenses. Any other process ofdetermining non-primary lines would not be fully mechanized,

modifications; customer representative and order processing time; and other administrative

COIDIDCDta of Southwatem Bell Telepbcoe CampIllY,
PIC1fic Bell, ad Nevada Bell

SeII-Certiflcatio. II the WroDI Approach (NP~ ,. 9)

One of the methods being considered by the Commission is having each residential

customer self-certify a primary line. There are over 100 million residentia1lines in the United

primary/non-primary line designation can be easily determined through standard customer

By determining primary lines in this manner, the following efficiencies and benefits can

service contact procedures. This process removes the customer service representative from the

creating much greater resources demands and vastly increasing the likelihood of inaccurate and

decision process, making the operation non-biased. In sum, this approach will save the SBC

ensure that only applicable lines are assessed the higher SLC. Seco~ customer perception is

LECS and doubdess other price cap LECS considerable expenses in billing system

be realized. First, consolidated accounts can be automatically monitored by the billing system to

that consolidated accounts more closely match the definition ofnon-primary lines. Finally, the

within the Commission's view ofnon-primary lines. For the seven State operations of the SBC

computer or data use, dedicated to children use, and the like. As such, they fit comfortably

LECS, approximately five percent (5%) of its total residential access lines are consolidated onto
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affected by the two-tiered SLC structure.

tiered SLC structure satisfactorily administered without pressing customers for any information

PrimIry LiDe
CC DocbtNo. 97-181

COIDIDaltS of Southwestern Bell Tclcpbooe ccxnpany.
Pacific Bell. md Nevlda Bell

The Commission's support for such a massive customer self-certification program is

Moreover, there is absolutely no assurance that the additional revenue generated from the

• "Trends in Telephone Service," Federal Communications Commission, Common Carrier
Bureau, March 1997, Table 19.

inquiry ofwhether they prefer a higher (non-primary) or a lower (primary) SLC charge. No

proposed approach avoids the onerous requirement to poll customers with the easily-gamed

customers' and service representatives' confusion and irritation. Adopting the SBC LECS'

degree of auditing by the Commission could prevent gaming ofthis burdensome approach.

on incumbent LECS. To the contrary, self-eertification will maximize expense, u well u

higher SLC cbup will even offset the additional costs ofany self-certitication program and the

many usociated oon-recurring and recurring costs and problems mentioned earlier. Each non-

otherwise above that primary/non-primary line definitions can be adopted and the IJWldated two-

they do not already provide.

Requiring self-certification simply will not minimize the substantial administrative cost

demonstrably false, thus negating the tentative conclusion to adopt self-eertitication. The

customers' primary line without information from the customer. The SBC LECS demonstrated

Commission posits that incumbent LECS will incur a substantjaJ burden to identify eadl of their

States today,· with the vast majority served by price cap LEeS. End-user self-eertification

would thus entail a massive program that would need to involve even those customers not
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now a primary line?

may have been spread over more than one carrier. Ifthe customer disconnects the primary line,

Prima'y LiDe
CC Doda:t No. 97-181

5% of residence lines are identified as non-primary, a price cap LEe would realize an average of

Modell C..aot Be Used to Verify the Number o(Primary LiDa (NPRM, , 19)

The idea ofUIina models to verify the number ofprimary lines is simply nonsensical. As

has been demonstrated time and again, the AT&TIMCI Hatfield model does an horrendous job

ofpredicting the number oflines in CeDIUS block groups. See, e.g., Fed6ral-SfQte Joint Board

prinwy SLe will initially generate an additional SI.50 per month. or S18 per year. Assuming

a line, it mayor may not be the one he or she has certified as the primary line, and those lines

such a program the administrative cost of the self-<:ertification process would need to be

Moreover, the Commission's proposal places the burden on the customer to notify his or

subtracted from expected revenues. The SBe LECS believe that the cost ofadministering a self-

S.9O per year per line in additional revenues. To derive the net benefit to a price cap LEC of

words, a net loss to the price cap LECS. The Commission's proposal alludes to no mechanism to

recover the new costs associated with administering the customer certification process. Price cap

certification process willlike1y be far greater than additional revenue generated - in other

Cemments of Southwatcm Bell Telepbooe Company,
Pacific BeU. IUd Nevlda Bell

permitted way ofrecovering its legitimate and acknowledged costs still results in a 1011.

LEes cannot lawfully be placed in a no-win scenario by the Commission, where the only

will it be the customer's responsibility to inform the LEC that one oftheir non-primary lines is

her serving LEeS regarding the classification of the lines. If. residential customer disconnects
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areas.

&om household information to line counts.

PrimJIy Line
CC Doc:Jcet No. 97-181

5. The Joint Board in its recommendation and the Commission in its univenal

estimates are only made on a county basis and data is extrapolated to any smaller

service order eId1 criticized the models for not producing accurate or

representative counts oflines that would correlate to actual information produced

specifically, or incumbent LECS, generally.

would be reporting data. Census blocks ("CBs") or Census block groups

("CBGs") do not correspond to serving area boundaries the of SBC LECS,

all customers, even when the Census is taken once every tell years.

3. The areas used by the models do not correspond to areas for which any company

2. The estimates provided between actual Censuses are only an estimate. The

4. The models use theoretical calculations based on broad averages to translate data

1. The underlying Census data is only a sample. It does not include information on

by an incumbent LEC operating in that area.

CI'WIII!M!IIts of Southwatcm Bell Tclepboae Company,
Paci& Bell, ladNev_ Bell

concerns of State Board members on erroneous line counts). The following problems help

illustrate why this proposal is not a practical approach.

on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Recommended Decision. FCC 961-3, 12 FCC Red

87, , 250 (1996); Fe&kral-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Forward- Looking

Mechanism/or High Cost Support/or Non-Rural LEeS, CC Docket No. 96-45 and 97-160,

Further Notice ofProposed R11Iem.kjoll. FCC 97-256 (released 1uly 18, 1997), , 49 (citing
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adjusted with estimated data (1995 census estimates), and translate household information to line

counts using theoretical calculations using broad average facton. It should be obvious that the

PriJury Line
CC DocbtNo. 97-181

CtmI!M!IItI of Southwestern Bell Telepbcae compmy,
Plcific Bell, IUd NCV8da Bell

proposed approach does not merit further consideration.

Summing Up, the process being suggested would therefore use sample data (1990 Census),
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Their Attorneys

Respectfully submitted,

PrimIry LiDe
CC DocbtNo. 97-181

One Bell Center, Room 3520
St. Louis, Missouri 63101
(314) 235-2513

By: lSI Darryl W. Howard
Robert M. Lynch
Durward D. Dupre
Darryl W. Howard

SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
PACIFIC BELL
NEVADA BELL

Nancy C. Woolf
140 New Montgomery Street, Room 1523
San Francisco, California 94105
(415) 542-7657

The Commission should not limit the number of primary lines per service address. In

There S.oald Be No Limit To the Number of Primary LiDei Per Service Add....

September 25, 1997

CC«DIIIa'Its ofSoudIwatan Bell Te1cpboDe Company.
Pacific Bell. and Nevlda Bell

right, fully responsible for its own telephone bill, and use the residential service as the primary

subscribe to local exchange service. Each ofthose households constitute a customer in its own

communication path to the network. There is no reason to charge the non-primary SLC for the

today's society, it is not uncommon for multiple households to reside at the same service address

initial line provided to customers in those circumstances.

- extended families, returned adult children, and unrelated roommates all ofwhich may
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Before the
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In the Matter of

respoDH to the NOli" gfPmpollld Wern'R"r FCC 97-316 ("NPRM"), By fiJiDI theIe Reply

REPLY COMMENI'S OF SOtJTllWES'l"E8N BET,I, 'IEL'EPIlONE COMPANY t

'Acme BELL, AND NEVADA BELL

There is strong suppon amona commentin& parties that the de6Dition ofprimary

'Ole Def"mitioa ofPrilDary Liae Slaould Be Made witIl lW'ereace to Castomer
ACCOQDt lDlonaadea Used lor BIllaC

aft'ects any appeal or other recoune from any Commiuion proc-'ma, indndm, the Acra$

Comments. none oftbe SBC LECs or any .ffiJjl" waiva,~ or otbcrwile Idva-sdy

CIwp Reform Order. 1

Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Pdc: Bell. azul Nevada Bell (c:ollectively, the

"SBC LECs") submit these Reply CoIIIIDCDtS to the c:orlilDliihU filed on September 25, 1997, in

service address. The majority ofprice c:ap loc:al exc:hanae C3I'rien ('1..ECs") c:onfinned that their

Reply CtJmmenrsaf~ Bell TeJepbnw Compaay.
P.ca& BdI. md Nevada Be1l- 0cUlbc:r 9. 1997

1 ACCU$ Cht7p &form, Price ClIpp~ Rnitnrfat' Lot:DJ E.zchange C4niers.
Transport RDt. Strut:tIIT. andPricing, End Usu COIJIIIIOI'I LiN Cn.,a. CC Docket Nos. 96­
262,94-1, 91-213, and 95-72. First:&IaNn IQd Ord« FCC 97-1S1 (releued May a, 1997)
(UA'i&f'M Chac Reform Qrdc(').
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be eliminated by adoption ofan appropriate definition of"primary line."

regulators to saddle incumbent LEes with unnecessary responsibilities and added costs that the

PrimIry Line
CCDocbtNo.97-181

A diverse repraett.tion ofparties point out the pit&IIs ofrequiriDs customer seIf­

certification, and the record plainly de.moDstrata that the ae.l for alltomer seIf-eertifieation can

assertion that nwv1.tolY seIf-anificatiOD would ''Dot [be] admiDisIr'IIive burdcDsome" does DOt

primary D. For the re&IODS provided in the SBC LEes' iDitial Comments. the Commission

should adopt that proposed dc:fiDition and idemify prinwy )iDes KaX'diDIlY.

SeJr-eerdftcatiOD Bas..SbOWD To Be VDD«....,. ad lDappropriate

In contrast, there is absolutely DO record supportiDa the CODdusion that CUItOmer se1f­

ccrti1ieation is necessary for price cap LEes to charp an approplUte subsaibcr line a.p

C"SLC') or presubscribed iate:rexcbanp c:mier charp ("PICC"), or that seIf-eertiDcation would

a record make, especi.aIly when made by • competitor that would not have to administer lOch a

system. MCI Commems, p. 3. Compctina curlers have aD obvious iDcentive to c:oDViDc:e

be administratively tUY. u.xp.wve. or eva UftdenItaDdIbJe to eirhIr CUIIOmen or the price cap

LEe personnel charged with implementing the ComnriaiQll's lWO-1i«ed suuaure. A naked

the number and size of the reguIator-created competitive advantaps that carriers like Mel

competing carriers do not have to bear. Even wha1 the priA:c cap LEes an: permitted cost

already enjoy. When viewed with MCI's proposal that would permit colllp«itors access to that

recovery, incurring unnecessary costs just mabs price cap LEes leu competitive and exacert>ates

~ly <:oauwaJs ofSouIbMIIml Bell TeIcpbcar Compmy.
Peci6c Bell. md Nevada BeD - Ocrober 9, 1WI
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line disputes (wbicl1 include not only monetary penalties but third party audits paid for by the

price cap LEe), the StraIeIY oriIJcreuiDs price cap LEe's administrative and cost burdens is

Another pany advocating seJf-eenmCllion. the People oltbe State ofCalifomia and the

Public Utilities Commjssion ofthe State ofCalifornia (""CPUCj, relia on the faa that it has

already required the identification ofprimaIy IiDa for CaJiforDia iDIrutate UDivcnal scnice

purposes. As stated in the SBe LEes Comments at page 2, this proeM,Ung involves only how a

price cap LEC implemems tbe mandaled rate strUCtUre aDd clwps illmill cu.anvn. !be

charges biDed by a price cap LEC to a customer c:aDDOt be dictated by the preleace or abseDce of

setVices another carner might provide to that ume customer. For ..mpJe, the siDale residential

line provided by a price alp LEC to a particular subscriber is the "'primary !iDe" reprdless of the

fact that another &cilitics-bued camer might provide multiple reridentialliDes to that same

customer. In contrast. the CPUC definition and imp1emelltation of-primary line" was for

purposes ofproviding universal serW:e higb-cost suppon limited to a JiDIIG residenti,1 tine. The

universal service considerations that may apply for that purpose are simply DOt presem ha'e.

Nevertheless. the e:xperience with seJf-eertiDcation uaed in the CPUC's UDiversal Lifeline

Telephone Service (CCULTS") program is iI1struc:tM on the mccMnjc;a aDd QOsts ofa relatively

simple customer se1f-eenifieation proceas. That experience uaquatiODlbJy demonstrates that the

2 Su pp. 5, 6, 9, aDd 10 herein, and the di'C'Jlpon ofc:uaomer propriewy DeIWOI'Ic
information and 47 U.S.c. § 22.2.

Reply CciG°"INS ofSculhwtllUmBeU Tc1cpbaae lJcapcY.
PICiDc: Bell. md Nevlda Bc:l1- Ocrobcr 9. 1997
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associated with Pacific BeD·iDitiated customer service comacts to make subscriben aware ofand

PriIuIy LiDo
CC OocUtNo. 97-181

experienced significam expeases with seIf-eetti1icarion in CaIifomia. Sa CPUC CoDbilents.,

Attachment A. pp. 3,4 (adalowlcclainl GTE's c:1Iim that "the IDDUIJ Ieif--c:enifieation process for

the ULTS hu been c:ost1y to the prosram aDd administrativel bunlflDlOlDe to its company. 'J.

storing the returned forms. AD additional 5900,000 is abo spem every year for the IIU1ual re.

ceniDeation ofexistin& ULTS customers. Pacmc Bdl's expai-=e is DOt unique - GTE abo bas

initiallDd subsequent mailings. To besin. the expeme ofan'Rlllly DCJtitYi.ng aisrina Pacific Bell

non-ULTS residem:ial QIStOmcn about the California program is approximately S.Ollcustomcr, or

forms and reminders is about S1.5 million umually, a figure that does not include the cost of

In any event. reprd1ess of the merits ofcustomer seIf.cenific:ation, all parties agree that

S6OO.000 per year for a biD iDsert. Pacific BeD also iDcun III IDIIUI1 $11 miDion CIq)aJIe

explain the ULTS proJI'IID. Additional c:xpcDIC is fUrther iDc:urred mansweriDa questions of

subscribers who call Pacific: Bell about ULTS. The COlt ofseadin& IDd recc:iviDg seJf~tion

wholesale sdf~eation is DOt needed. Even those patties that advocated seIf-certiDcation

need to participate in the seJf'<el'tiDC2bon process at the outset.. . R..elyiJII on existing

recognize that current billiDg information should be used to at least iDitiaJly identitY priDwy lines.

self-certification i.s needed...); cpue CoIDIDdS, p. 5 (wrbe cpue does not believe all customers

Reply emu...af'~BcI1Te1rphonr C'4IIptQy.
Pac6: BeU, IDeS NeYIda Bell - Ocrobcr 9, 1997

See Mel Conunents. p. 4 ("In iDstaDces where the end user bu only one tine. and it is provided by

the [incumbent LEe], the line can automatic:ally be labeled u the "primuy' liDe - no customer

infonnation can reduce adminimazive cosu..tt). In &c:t. all but one oftbose re1aziveJy few parties
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primary line information the CPNl rules that will be promnlpted in the peading

Primary Line
CCDocblNo.97·181

customer proprietary nerworlc information ("CPNIj, aDd that rules applU:able to any other local

exehange CPNI should.likewise apply. Prinwy/DOll-primary tiDe iDformariOD is customer acc;ount

In this regard, the approach suggested by Cox CoJDlDlDic:a1ions, Inc. ("Cox") is clearly

either advocarinS or unopposed to customer seIf<enific:ation sec:Ia to limit sucl1 to a small subset

of customers (L.. , preseIlt~ with multiple lines, an DeW orders).

The FCC Slao.1eI Treat Ally PriaaryINOIl-Primary LiDe 1IIfonaatioa Like AD
OtIaerCPNI

The Commission sbouId CODClude that the primarylDoD-priJury IiDe~n is

such. the infonnation is no less subject to the CPNl restricIions and Ijmjtabons in 47 U.S.C. § 222

and applicable CMvnjgjon rules IS any otba" fann ofCPNI. AccordiDIIY. the SBC LECs echo

information that relates to the "amount" and "type" of local excbanse teIec:ommmicarions service

the commaltl of those parties that urge the Commission to C'omicendy apply to primary/non-

subscribed to by a customer; tberelore, it constitutes CPNI under 47 U.S.C. § 222(f)(l)(A), As

Cu.stomer Information, CC Docket No. 96-115.

confined, in relevant part, to names. addresses, and telephone mmbers oC'"Iisted" customers. 47

U.S.c. § 222(f)(3). Sud! iDformation does not extend to me UDOUDt or type ofte1c:phone service

information. n There is absolutely no basis for that assertion. Subscriber list information is

and fatally flawed. Cox starts by asserting that primary IiDe infonnariQll is "subscriber Jist

subscribed to by a customer.

Reply C'4znncn1Sril~ Bell TeIepbmt Campmy.
PacUic Bell. IDd Nevada Ben •• October 9, 1997
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PriIury LiDe
CC DocDtNo. 97-181

Moreover, a customer's listed name, mmb«, aDd addrat are normally cxpec:ted by the

subsc:ribtr to be disdosed for the obvious purpose ofallowiDa persons to find the telephone

number ofthe subsaiber. Primary/non-primary line information bas DO similar "directory

publisN"I" use. IDd there is ftC) basis to praume dw a automer' has no leIitiJnaIe expecution of

privacy in the number ofliDes be or she may have, or bow be or she cWiplted priority among

them. To the contrary, information reprdina the IUDber ofliDes that a CUIlomer bas (i.e., the

CustDmen - and Congreu - are ~ming maellingly seuitive about the avaiJability of

More Time is Needed to Iaaplemeat • Tw..TIered SLCIPICC StnJdW'e

service), is CPNI which ret1ects a private and personal te1ecomnuJDieations service choice.

The SBC LECs agree with the other price cap LEes' conclusion that it is DOt possible to

amount of service), and the relative priority IDlODI them &ivai by tile aJStOlDer (i.e., the type of

CPNl is shared with a carrier for biIliDg purposes, the use oftb.Il iDfomwioD JDUIt be strictly

Jjmit«j in accordance with 41 U.S.C. § 222.

In sum, there is simply no grounds for tratiDI this primary line information di1f'erem than

any other form ofCPNl, or treatiD& it u subscribC'r lilting iDformarion. Furtba', ifaDd when that

implement a two-tiered SLC and PICC rate strUcture by the current January I, 1998, deadline.

See Bell Atlantic Commcms, pp. 8,9; BeI1Soutb Comments, p. 2; GlE Comments. pp. 15.17; see

Reply C",,,,"", ofSoulbwest.cn BeD Tdcpbcar ccmpea.y,
PKI& BelL IDd Ne'YIdaBell -~ 9. 1997

also USTA Comments, pp. 3, 4. No matta' what detinition ofMprimary line" the Commission

adopts or the method used to implement; it. there simply is DOt enough time to take the actions


